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XII. — A DISCREPANCY IN TWO OF 
SCHILLER'S LETTERS. 

On pages 94 and 116, respectively, of Vol. I of Jonas's 
edition of Schiller's Letters, we find the following two 
communications : 

62. An Reinwald. 

Bauerbaeh d. 29. Jenn. Zwischen 11 und 12 Uhr des Nachts [Mitt- 
woch 1783]. 
Hier, mein lleber Freund, haben Sie das versprochene Gedicht, das, 
wenn icli es noch einmal uberlese keinen Werth hat, als den guten 
Willen seines Verfaszers. Meine L. Millerin geht mir im Kopf herum. 
Sie glauben nicht, wie es mich Zwang kostet, mich in eine andre Dicht- 
art hineinzuarbeiten. 

Laszen Sie bald von sich hdren mein lieber. Ich bin wirklich sehr 
arbeitsam und freue mich, wenn mein Tagwerk vollendet ist. 

Sie haben neulich einen Brief mit Geld zu Postpapier, und einer Bitte 
um Tobak erhalten sollen. Ich hoffe, dasz Sie es richtig bekommen 
haben, und bitte, mir die beschriebene Sachen mit dieser Gelegenheit 
zuzuschiken. Wenn Sie sonst etwas — mir intereszantes wiszen, schrei- 
ben Sie mirs auch — Gute Nacht — Ich kann keine Feder mehr halten 

Ihr Ritter. 
[Adresse] : 

An 
Herrn Secretarius 

Rheinwald zu Meinungen 

66. An Reinwald. 

[April (?) 1783.] 
Bester Freund. 
Ich weisz nicht, ob Sie damit vorlieb nehmen konnen. Sie glauben 
nicht wie wunderlich es mir vorkommt aus 2 Schauspielen groszen 
Inhalts herauszutreten und Prologen fUr Kinderstttke zu machen. Nicht 
anders, als wenn einer aus der Schlacht kommt und Flohe fangen mus. 
Epilogen mfiszen auf das StUk das gespielt wird, Beziehung haben, 
oder sie sind ganz iiberlei. Da ich und Sie das Stiik nicht wiszen, so 
musz es unterbleiben. 

Dalberg schreibt mir ich mocht ihm mein Stiik ohne Verzug schiken. 
Ich hab ihm viele Fehler davon geschrieben, damit er sehen solte wie 
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wenig ich mich ihm aufdringen will. Er schreibt dasz es Tugenden fur 
die Biihne wfiren. Karlos bleibt also liegen bisz L. M. fertig ist. 
Fiir den Seneka meinen Dank. Die Frau eilt. 

Ihr 

Bitter. 

These two letters are also printed — indeed met their ini- 
tial publication (aside from a few fragments from them in 
Goedeke, Schillers sdmmtliche Schriften. Historiseh-hri- 
tische Ausgdbe. Stuttgart, 1868.) — in Schiller's Briefwech- 
sel mit seiner Schwester Christophine und seinem Schwager 
Reinwald. Herausgegeben von Wendelin von Maltzahn. 
Leipzig, 1875, on pages 12 and 14, respectively. Now 
these letters are both in the Goethe-Schiller-Archiv, at 
Weimar. 

Both of these letters are addressed to Reinwald ; both 
are signed Ritter 1 (Dr. Ritter being one of the names 
Schiller assumed after his flight from Stuttgart, it being 
in fact the only name by which he was known at Bauer- 
bach) ; both were written at Bauerbach and at nearly the 
same time ; both are of about the same length ; they were 
printed in close proximity; and, obviously, the contents 
are so similar as to make them almost parallel, paragraph 
by paragraph. This striking resemblance no doubt gave 
rise to the peculiar confounding of the letters and confusion 
in quoting from, and referring to, them. However, of this 
we shall speak later. First a word on the date of their 
composition. 

Letter No. 52 is dated Jan. 29 [1783], while letter No. 
66 is undated. Jonas has supplied for it the date of April, 
1783, differing in this respect from Maltzahn, Minor, and 
other Schiller students, who assign a much earlier date to 

!"Dieser verkappte Bitter" Schiller facetiously calls himself in one of 
his letters to Henriette von Wolzogen (Jonas, p. 104, No. 61). Cf. also 
O. Brahm, Schiller, pp. 252 and 254, etc. 
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it, because they assumed that the poem Prolog, which is 
written on the first pages of the letter, was to be recited 
in connection with a children's performance in honor of 
the birthday of Duke George of Meiningen, on February 
4, 1783. On account of the duke's recovery from a 
recent severe illness, his birthday was celebrated as an 
" auszerordentliches solennes Dankfest in dem ganzen 
Herzogthum." Cf. Meiningisehe wochentliche Nachrichten, 
1783, p. 21. (Goedeke, S. S., p. 176). But there is no 
evidence whatever that this poem was intended or written 
for this purpose at all. On the other hand, Schiller's 
statement toward the end of the letter, " Karlos bleibt also 
liegen bisz L. M. fertig ist," shows that at this writing he 
was engaged on his Don Karlos ; but he did not relinquish 
the ImJiqf and Maria Stuart in favor of this new dramatic 
subject till March 27 (Cf. Letter of March 27, 1783, 
Jonas, No. 62, p. 107, and Minor, Schiller, II, 521). 
Furthermore, his references to Dalberg, especially his 
statement, " Er schreibt dasz es (i. e. die Fehler) Tugenden 
fur die Buhne waren," clearly presuppose Dalberg' s reply 
to Schiller's letter, in which the latter dilates on the short- 
comings of his new drama, Louise Millerin. But this 
recital of shortcomings constitutes the last paragraph of 
Schiller's letter to Dalberg, dated April 3 (Jonas, No. 63, 
p. 110). This absolutely establishes the writing of our 
note as subsequent to April 3, 1783. The dating of this 
letter as not earlier than April must, therefore, be accepted 
beyond all peradventure as against that of the earlier 
investigators, and the Prolog must thus have been intended 
for some other celebration, of which we are left in igno- 
rance. So much for the chronology. Now, what poems 
are referred to in each of these notes? 

Previous to Jonas's studies on the letters of Schiller, it 
had curiously been supposed that "das versprochene 
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Gedicht " enclosed in Letter No. 52 was the Prolog, pub- 
lished for the first time in Goedeke, Ilistorisch-kritische 
Ausgabe, III, 175, beginning : 

" Sie — die gezeugt aus gottlichem Gesehlechte 
In hoher koniglieher Reehte 
Den unbestoehnen Spiegel tragt — " etc. 

But this poem is written on the same sheet with, and 
forms part of, Letter No. 66. There can be no connection, 
therefore, between the Prolog and the letter of January 29 
(No. 52). The persistency, however, with which this 
poem and this letter have been associated by Schiller stu- 
dents, and, it seems, even by those in possession of the 
MSS. (for the manuscript of Letter No. 52 is, by a later 
hand, numbered " 8 " and that of the poem Prolog and 
Letter No. 66 is labeled " Zu 8 ") leads me to add the only 
possible supposition that could bring the Prolog into con- 
nection with the letter of January 29, namely, that the poem 
referred to in this letter as well as the Prolog and its 
accompanying letter (No. 66) had been enclosed in Letter 
No. 52, so that both poems and both letters had been sent 
together on January 29. But, quite aside from the question 
of probability, that is again impossible, since it was shown 
above that Letter No. 66, appearing upon the same sheet 
with the Prolog, could not have been written till some time 
in April at the earliest. Hence such a surmise is unten- 
able, and the Prolog can thus have no possible connection 
whatsoever with this letter of January 29, nor with the 
celebration of the birthday of Duke George of Meiningen, 
on February 4. Besides this external proof, it is interest- 
ing, furthermore, to present the internal evidence. The 
words of this letter referring to the poem, " das verspro- 
chene Gedicht, das, wenn ich es noch einmal iiberlese keinen 
Werth hat, als den guten Willen seines Verfaszers," while 
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not inapplicable to the Prolog, are much more apposite in 
connection with another poem to be mentioned below, while 
Letter No. 66 refers to the poem by name with the words, 
"Prologen fur Kinderstiike." The last sentence of the 
paragraph, " Sie glauben nicht, wie es mich Zwang kostet, 
mich in eine andre Dichtart hineinzuarbeiten," could 
hardly be elicited, or have great weight, in changing from 
a serious drama to an equally serious prologue for a drama, 
in which the muse of dramatic poetry is solemnly, almost 
ponderously characterized; but it does fit most admirably 
to our other poem referred to above. On the other hand, 
in speaking about the Prolog in Letter No. 66, Schiller only 
says, " Sie glauben nicht wie wunderlieh es mir vorkommt 
aus 2 Schauspielen groszen Inhalts herauszutreten und 
Prologen fiir Kinderstiike zu machen." Then, finally, in 
Letter No. 52, he specifically refers to the enclosure of the 
poem, " Hier, mein lieber Freund, haben Sie das verspro- 
chene Gedicht," while in Letter No. 66 he does not refer to 
his poem at all, but simply begins, " Ich weisz nicht, ob Sie 
damit vorlieb nehmen konnen," because this poem, the 
Prolog, is not an enclosure, but is part of the letter itself. 
The Prolog is thus established for Letter No. 66. Now, 
what poem is it, then, that Schiller refers to in Letter No. 
52 ? We possess from just this period, written on separate 
paper of eight quarto pages, now in the Goethe-Schiller- 
Archiv, a poem entitled: " Wunderseltsame Historia des 
beruhmten Feldzuges, als welchen Hugo Sanherib, Konig von 
Aszyrien, ins Land Juda unternehmen wollte, aber unver- 
richteter Ding wieder einstellen muszte. Aus einer alten 
Chronika gezogen und in schnakische Reimlein bracht von 
Simeon Krebsauge, Bakkalaur." This was a satire, written 
by Schiller, at the suggestion of Duke George of Meiningen, 
on certain hasty military preparations made, on the occa- 
sion of the latter's illness in 1783, by the Court of Koburg 
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for the invasion of Meiningen, which, in the event of the 
duke's death, would fall under the dominion of Koburg. 
The poem was printed, with alterations by Reinwald, in the 
Meiningische wochentliehe Nachrichten, 5 Stuck. Sonn- 
abends den 1 Hornung, oder Februar 1783. Mit Herzogl. 
Sachs, gnadigstem Privilegio. 4.° S. 19-20, being intro- 
duced by the words, " Folgendes ist zum Einriicken einge- 
schickt worden." The first publication following Schiller's 
MS. occurs in Hoffmeister, Nachlese zu Schiller s Werken, 
1840, 1, 219-225, but it is somewhat inaccurate. The full 
poem is found in Goedeke, S. S., Ill, 169. This poem 
Jonas, in his annotations to Letter No. 52, surmises was 
the enclosure of the letter of Jan. 29, 1783. 1 It is possible 
to corroborate this supposition almost to a certainty. As 
was shown above, the first sentence of Letter No. 52 fits 
admirably to this poem, and the last sentence of the para- 
graph, speaking of the difficulty of changing from one 
" Dichtart " to another is veritably coined for this change 
from a severely serious, solemn, tragic, dramatic poem 
(Louise Milleriri) to a highly comic, playful, satiric, narra- 
tive poem (Wunderseltsame Historia, or "Momanze," as 
Schiller calls it). Then, in his very next letter, written 
three days later, February 1, to Henriette von Wolzogen 
(Jonas, No. 53, p. 95) Schiller says, " Das satyrische Ge- 
dicht, wovon Sie wissen, ist fertig — ich weis aber noch 
nicht wie es der H. aufgenommen." And, again, writing 
to Reinwald, on February 14 (Jonas, No. 54, p. 97), he 
requests the return of the MS. of his " Bomanze." Now, 
this is the only satiric poem of which we have any knowl- 
edge at this time in Schiller's life, and these are the only 
references to any satiric poem in the letters of this period. 

1 By a typographical error that was overlooked on page 473, line 15, 
of Jonas, Schiller's Letters, the date 1791 is given ; it should read, of 
course, 1783. 
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There can be no reasonable doubt, therefore, that the en- 
closed poem accompanying Letter No. 52 was the Wunder- 
seltsame Historia, while the Prolog, constituting part of 
Letter No. 66, did not have its origin till some time in 
April, 1783. 

Thus much for the poems referred to. Now concerning 
the letters themselves — and this is the item of greatest 
interest. These two notes have been garbled, entangled, 
misquoted, and misinterpreted by the most eminent and 
painstaking scholars in a perfectly astonishing manner, and, 
so far as I know, no critic or Schiller student has ever 
observed it. 

Heinrich Viehoff, in his Schiller's Leben, Stuttgart, 1888 
(Introduction dated 1874), Part I, p. 213, in commenting 
upon the poem Prolog, quotes, all under date of January 
29, the first sentence of Letter No. 52, "Hier, mein lieber 
Freund, haben Sie das versprochene Gedicht, das, indem a 
ich es noch einmal iiberlese, mir 2 keinen Werth zu haben 
scheint, 2 als den guten Willen seines Verfassers . . . ," 
and goes right on quoting, as if from the same letter, 
"Ich weisz nicht, ob Sie damit vorlieb nehmen konnen. 
Sie glauben nicht, wie wunderlich es mir vorkommt, 3 aus 
zwei Schauspielen groszen Inhalts herauszutreten und Pro- 
loge 4 fiir Kinderstucke zu machen .... Epiloge 5 miissen 
auf das Stuck, 6 das gespielt wird, Beziehung haben, oder 
sie sind ganz iiberlei. Da ich und Sie das Stuck nicht 
wissen, so musz es unterbleiben." But this entire latter 
part, in spite of the fact that the connection reads very 
smoothly, is taken from Letter No. 66. 

1 Schiller wrote, "wenn." 

2 This is a misquotation ; Schiller wrote, "keinen Werth hat." 

3 The letter reads, "vorkommt." 

4 The letter has, "Prologen." 

5 The letter says, "Epilogen." 

6 Schiller spells " Stttk" throughout. 
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H. Diintzer, in his Schillers Lyrische Gredichte, Erlautert, 
Leipzig, 1874, Vol. I, p. 59, in speaking about the Prolog, 
quotes, likewise under date of January 29, "Sie glauben 
nicht, wie wunderlich es mir vorkommt, 1 aus zwei Schau- 
spielen groszen Inhalts (Maria Stuart und Imhoff) 2 heraus^ 
zutreten und Prologen fur Kinderstiicke zu machen." Then 
he quotes indirectly, " Einen Epilog habe er nicht machen 
konnen, da er das Stuck nicht kenne, und ein solcher 
sich immer auf das Stuck beziehen musse." After a few 
lines, still referring to the Prolog, he adds, " Schiller schrieb 
an Reinwald, die Verse h'atten keinen Werth als den guten 
Willen ihres Verfassers." Now, of these quotations, all 
given as under the same date (January 29), and all as 
referring to the same poem (Prolog), the first two are not, 
as he has it, from Letter No. 52, but from Letter No. 66, 
while the last one is from the letter of January 29 (No. 52), 
and refers, therefore, not to the Prolog, as Diintzer supposes, 
but to the Wunderseltsame JSistoria, upon which he had 
commented on page 57 of his book. 

The same critic, in his Schillers Leben, Leipzig, 1881, 
on page 146, quotes from the letter of April, 1783, attrib- 
uting to it the earlier date of the January one, and other- 
wise confounds the letters. He speaks about the Wunder- 
seltsame Historia, which was the enclosure of Letter No. 52, 
and continues his recital by speaking about Dalberg's sud- 
denly and unexpectedly approaching Schiller with reference 
to the Louise Millerin, adding the correspondence, as given 
by Schiller, between the two men with reference to this 
drama, which resulted in the poet's relinquishing work on 

1 The letter says, "vorkSmmt." 

' The dramas could not have been Maria Stuart and Imhof. Schiller 
had abandoned these at the time this letter was written. They were 
Louise Millerin and Don Karlos, as the last sentence of the letter itself 
indicates. 
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his Bon Karlos and first completing the Louise Millerin. 
But all of this is part of Letter No. 66. Then follows the 
statement about the Prolog (which Diintzer still associates 
with the duke's birthday celebration of February 4) and 
the words, " wie schwer es ihm auch fiel, da ihm ' zwei 
Schauspiele groszen Inhalts' im Sinne lagen." Of this, 
the quotation about the " zwei Schauspiele " is from Letter 
No. 66, while the " wie schwer es ihm auch fiel," which 
must stand for Schiller's words, " wie es mich Zwang kos- 
tet," is from Letter No. 52. 

Karl Goedeke, in his monumental edition, Schillers 
sdmmtliche Schriften, Historisch-kritische Ausgabe, Vol. 
Ill, Stuttgart, 1868, where he prints in full both our 
poems from Schiller's " Originalhandschrift," pp. 169 and 
175, respectively, quotes on page 176, under date of Jan- 
uary 29, all of Letter No. 52 and all of Letter No. 66 that 
pertains to the poems (he takes it all to refer to the one 
poem Prolog), as though it were all one letter. Jonas him- 
self, in his annotations' to Letter No. 52, on page 473, 
refers to the publication in Goedeke of part of this letter ; 
but it entirely escapes even his notice that Goedeke — or, 
more strictly speaking, his joint-editor Wilhelm Vollmer — 
" pies " the two letters, and that actually only the first sen- 
tence of the Goedeke publication is from this letter, and 
that all the rest is from Letter No. 66. 1 

Robert Boxberger, on page 450 of his Schiller's Q-edichte, 
Berlin, 1868-74 (Hempel), and in Volume II, p. 131, of 
his Schiller's Werke, in Deutsche NationalrLitteratur, Stutt- 
gart, 1882-91 (Kiirschner), quotes Letter No. 52 correctly, 
but incorrectly assigns the poem Prolog to this letter. 
These two editions of Schiller's poems by him are, in point 

1 It is particularly striking also that Maltzahn, who, with the MSS. 
before him, followed Goedeke so closely page by page, while editing his 
Schiller's Briefwechsel mit seiner Sehwester, did not observe the error. 
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of text and foot-notes, very nearly the same. For the poems 
under discussion here, they are identical. 

Otto Brahm, in his Schiller, Berlin, 1888, Vol. I, p. 254, 
confuses the two letters and refers to the Prolog as being 
intended for the birthday of Duke George, in February. 

J. Minor, Schiller, Sein Leben unci seine Werke, Berlin, 
1890, Vol. II, p. 87, erroneously refers the Prolog to the 
duke's birthday, and, likewise erroneously, has it as being 
enclosed in the letter of January 29. He also confuses 
the two letters. The first part of his quotations with ref- 
erence to this poem are from Letter No. 66, but his last 
reference, "nicht ohne beim Ueberlesen selber am Wert 
des Geleisteten irre zu werden," is from Letter No. 52. 

So likewise Emil Palleske, Schiller's Leben und Werke, 
Stuttgart, 1879, Vol. I, p. 355, quotes from the April 
letter under date of January 29; J. Wychgram, in his 
Schillers Leben, Bielefeld und Leipzig, 1901, p. 121, in 
referring the Prolog to the duke's birthday celebration of 
February 4, by implication assigns the earlier date to the 
April letter ; and C. Hepp, in Schillers Leben und Dichten, 
Leipzig, 1885, p. 156, confounds the two letters. 

These are the facts in the case. Can any explanation 
be found? Diintzer, Goedeke, Viehoff, Boxberger, Minor, 
and the others are certainly most painstaking and accurate 
scholars, who did their work with exceeding care. If we 
grant that Goedeke, because of their striking resemblance, 
and for the other reasons mentioned above, had jumbled 
the letters, it would chronologically have been entirely 
possible, and, as a matter of assumption, wholly probable, 
that all the biographers and commentators mentioned had 
drawn upon him and copied his error. But Goedeke's 
work was so carefully and well done, and the few errors 
that did creep in, e.g. "seltnem" for "sanfterm," line 26 of 
Prolog (III, 175), were so speedily pointed out and so gen- 
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erally corrected, that it did not seem probable that this 
mistake — if mistake it was — should all these years have 
gone unchallenged. Besides, of the critics mentioned above 
who were guilty of the error or its perpetuation, R. Box- 
berger had himself collected the materials for an edition of 
Schiller's complete letters ("ein sorgsames, fast vollstan- 
diges Verzeichnis der Schillerbriefe .... sowie eine Reihe 
von Abschriften und eine Fiille von Varianten," Jonas 
characterizes it, Vol. I, p. v), which his untimely death, on 
March 25, 1890, prevented him from publishing, as he 
promised to do in the April, 1890, number of Wester- 
mann's Monatshefte. Indeed, it is this very material that 
was subsequently turned over to Jonas and was used by 
the latter in his edition of the Letters. It would be fair to 
assume, therefore, that Boxberger might have possessed a 
copy of these very letters, and a correct one, in view of 
Jonas' s statement, p. vi, "Boxberger erstrebte die groszt- 
mogliche Vollstandigkeit der Briefsammlung und die 
sorgfaltigste Wiedergabe des Texts." And Minor, too, 
possessed so excellent and reliable a "Verzeichnis der 
samtlichen Schillerbriefe und ihrer Drucke" (Jonas, p. 
vii), that Jonas submitted his own work to him for com- 
parison and (if need be) correction, before sending it to 
press. Under these conditions, it seemed to me an unwar- 
ranted assumption that these two men as well as Goedeke 
and the others, whose work was professedly based, so far 
as possible, on original MSS., should all be guilty of the 
same inaccuracies. It seemed more natural to suppose 
that the error was on Jonas's part, or, if he be correct, 
that there might be at bottom some difficulty with reference 
to the MSS., in the way of duplicated or possibly falsified 
copies, which had given rise to the confusion. Therefore I 
withheld from publication this paper, which was presented 
to the Association several years ago, till I might have an 
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opportunity to collate Jonas's Letters with the originals, 
as well as to get the history of, and to verify, the MSS. at 
Weimar. This opportunity was presented last summer, 
and, to my surprise, I found that the error was that of 
Goedeke, Minor, Boxberger, etc. The MSS. of the letters 
and poems used by Goedeke in 1867, then in the posses- 
sion of Freifrau Emilie von Gleichen-Ruszwurm, Schiller's 
youngest daughter, are the identical ones used by Jonas. 
They passed by inheritance from Christophine Reinwald, 
Schiller's sister, and widow of the addressee (Reinwald), 
directly into the possession of Freifrau Emilie von Gleichen- 
Ruszwurm in Bonnland, and from her Bonnland Schiller- 
Archiv, in 1889, into the Goethe-Schiller-Archiv in 
Weimar by the gift of Freiherr Ludwig von Gleichen- 
Ruszwurm and Freiherr Alexander von Gleichen-Rusz- 
wurm. This gift is commemorated by a tablet in the 
Goethe-Schiller-Archiv, dated, Weimar, May 5, 1889. 

We have here, then, a most remarkable case of a persis- 
tent oversight and perpetuation of an error. It is an excel- 
lent example, in the literary field, of Schiller's own immortal 
words : 

" Das eben ist der Fluch der bosen Tat, 
Dasz sie, fortzeugend, immer Boses musz gebaren." 

(Pieeol. V, 1.) 

As Jonas aims, in his edition, to reproduce Schiller's 
letters " mit peinlicher Genauigkeit bis ins Kleine (oder, 
wie manche meinen werden bis ins Kleinliche)," p. vi, he 
will thank me, if, for completeness' sake, I subjoin the few 
corrections or variants that a comparison with the MSS. 
brought to light. In the address of Letter No. 52, An 
Reinwald, " An " should be in Roman letters instead of 
German type. In Letter No. 66, the introduction, " Bester 
Freund," is not indented in MS. ; in line 1, " Ich weisz 
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nicht, ob Sie "...., comma should be omitted; 1. 3 
"groszen" should read "grosen"; 1. 3 " herauszutreten 
should be " heraus zu treten " ; 1. 6 " miiszen " should read 
" miissen " ; 1. 8 " musz " should be " mus " ; " Ihr Ritter," 
the signature, should be printed closely together on the 
same line. — In the Prolog (Goedeke, III, 175), the follow- 
ing variations may be noted : line 1, there should be a 
comma, instead of dash, between "die" and "gezeugt" ; 
the dash at end of line 3 is not in MS. ; 1. 26, instead of 
■" seltnem " read " sanfterm." This latter error, as has been 
said, was pointed out soon after the appearance of Goedeke 
and is corrected in all subsequent publications of the poem, 
so far as I know. Cf. Maltzahn, p. 13 ; Minor p. 599, 
bottom ; Boxberger, (Kiirschner) II, 132, (Hempel), 451, 
Bellermann, Schillers Werke, IX, 103, etc. 

In conclusion, it remains as the most agreeable part of 
my task, to acknowledge my sincere gratitude to Professor 
Suphan and Doctor Schiiddekopf, of the Goethe-Schiller- 
Archiv, for the extreme courtesy shown me during my 
pleasant, but all too brief, sojourn at the Archiv and in 
the Musenstadt. 

J. B. E. Jonas. 



